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Appellant^s Statement in Support of Request for a PreBriefing Review 

Assistant Commissioner for Patents 

P.O. Box 1450 

Alexandria VA 22313-1450 

Sir: 

Summary of the Final Rejection and Request for Review^ 

There are 24 total claims, of which claims 1 and 13 are independent claims. The 
Examiner has allowed all but the independent claim. The claims are directed toward a 
RAKE receiver for spread spectrum signals. Claim 1 reads as follows. 

1 . Rake receiver for spread spectrum signals comprising 
a plurality of rake fingers each rake finger being adapted to 
receive a signal being part of a multipath signal and associated with 
a path of the multipath, said signal having a delay relative to an 
other signal associated with an other path of the multipath signal, 

a summation unit communicatively coupled to said plurality 
of rake fingers for generating a summation signal based on the 
signals received from at least some of the rake fingers, said 
summation signal having an improved signal to noise ratio (SNR) if 
compared with the signal to noise ratio (SNR) of at least one of the 
rake fingers. 
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a timing error detector coupled to each rake finger for 
detecting an error of a delay (t) of the signal of a rake finger and for 
generating a timing error signal which is sent to a unit for 
compensating the error of the respective delay (t), and is based on 
the signals associated with paths of the multipath signal of more 
than one rake finger. 
Examiner states that Applicant's own stated prior art — in addition to those matters 
of which the Examiner took Official Notice — renders claim 1 (and for similar reasons, 
claim 13) obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). In particular. Examiner argues that the rake 
receiver having a plurality of branches having a detection path, and timing and error 
detecting loop having an early and late correlator for detecting and correcting the 
received signals. Examiner states that the summation unit was not disclosed in the 
Applicant's own stated prior art, but was obvious in view of the Official Notice he took. 

Applicant respectfully disagrees with the Examiner — and therefore requests 
review — because the Examiner did not consider the features of any of the components 
that he claimed were present in the prior art. For example. Examiner did not consider the 
qualifier that qualifies the summation unit, 'from at least some of the rake fingers, said 
summation signal having an improved signal to noise ratio (SNR) if compared with the 
signal to noise ratio (SNR) of at least one of the rake fingers." Moreover, examiner did 
not show the basis of his Official Notice that the summation unit with these features 
(which is what is claimed) is known to one of ordinary skill in the art. To say that 
persons of ordinary skill in the art knew not only a summation unit, which is itself not 
proven, but also with the feature that the summation signal had an improved SNR 
compared with the SNR of the rake finger signals goes well short of the standard of proof 
required to show obviousness under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). 
Respectfully submitted, 
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